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12-15, 1969), by means of responses from 115 physicians, social
workers, administrators, attorneys, and other participants having
legal and regulatory responsibilities in the public health fiela. The
20 point Kropp-Verner Evaluation Scale was used, together with a
questionnaire covering the effectiveness of each speaker and topics,
teaching techniques and activities, and satisfaction with physical
arrangements. Also sought were comments on the value of the courses
and recommendations for improvement. All speakers but two received at
least an average effectiveness rating. When scores for both workshops
were combined, no pair of speakers received less than 3.21 on a scale
of five. (One speaker received extremely high ratings of 4.89 and
4.83 at the two workshops.) None of the 13 wJrkshop topics received a
combined rating of less than 3.09 (average or above), and two topics
were rated 4.21 or better. Panel presentations, mock hearings, mock
trials, and discussion groups received above average overall ratings.
However, evaluation activities and group reporting drew slightly
below average ratings. Facilities and instructional materials were
generally rated highly. (LY)
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

In this modern era of technological and sociological change,

the legal aspects of public health have become of increasing

importance to health personnel. In an effort to be of service to the

Southern Branch Region of the American Public Health Association, a

decision was made to incorporate these legal aspects into the

continuing education activities of the Southern Branch Office.

A course on "Principles of Public Health Law and Legal Tools

for Effective Health Administration" was designed to equip public

health professionals with an understanding and knowledge of the use

of legal procedures; enable them to act properly in the protection

of the public health, with full understanding and protection of the

right of the individual; and stress the mechanics ;,f developing law,

including explanations of the legislative process.

With this in mind, a decision was made to conduct three of

these workshops in the Southern Branch Region inthe Fall of 1969--

1
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Orlando, Florida, September 23-26; Baltimore, Maryland,

October 12-15; and Nashville, Tennessee, December 1_4.1

The following topics were covered at the workshops:

1. New and Current Trends in Public Health Law.

2. Individual Rights vs. Community Protection.

3. Legal Basis of Public Health Practice.

4. Basic Concepts and Principles of Public Health Law.

5. Legal Tools to Help PublicHealth Workers.

6. Legal Tools to Prevent or Solve Problems in Environmental

Health.

7. Legal Tools to Prevent or Solve Problems in Medical Care

Administration.

8. Administration of the Law.

9. The Nature and Types of Hearings and Trials.

10. Mock Hearing and Mock Trial.

11. How Law Is Conceived, Made and Passed.

12. How to Make Effective Legislative Committee Presentations.

13. Impact of Comprehensive Health Planning and Public Health Law.

The plan of the workshops was such that constructive learning

experiences were provided by means of lectures by experts in the field;

1At the time of this writing, the first two had been conducted;
therefore, in order to submit this report to the U. S. Public Health
Service prior to the end of the year, the results of the Tennessee
Workshop will not be included. However, due to the same program
content and many of the same speakers, the writers feel that the
effectiveness will be similar to that reported here.
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panel discussions by representatives of national, state, and local

organizational resources; question and answer periods; role playing

demonstrations; films; audio-visual aids; and small group discussions,

with exercises in the development of appropriate legal tools for

health administration and legislation.

These workshops were sponsored jointly by the respective

State Department of Public Health and the State Public Health

Association in the State in which the workshop was located and

Southern Branch of The American Public Health Association. The

workshops were funded by a special grant from the United States

Public Health Service.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the degree of

effectiveness of the Public Health Law Workshops conducted at

Orlando, Florida, September 23-26, 1969, and Baltimore, Maryland,

October 12-15, 1969.

Methodology

Source of Data

A committee, comprised of individuals from the local

planning committee in each state in which the workshop was held

was responsible for the selection of the participants. The

criteria for determining eligibility was set forth in the grant

from the U. S. Public Health Service. It included professional

public health personnel--physicians, dentists, sanitarians,

social workers, administrators, hearing officers, attorneys, and

others engaged in legal and regulatory responsibilities in health
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departments and other health agencies as related to prevention and

control of disease, food, water, air, drugs, nursing homes, housing,

hospitals, schools, industry, and other areas of public health

concern. Potential participants were expected to have obtained

their basic professional dgree and be working in the field of

public health or an allied field.

With these criteria in mind, the committee notified eligible

participants and requested applications from those who were interested

and who could attend the entire workshop. This resulted in a total

of 115 participants at the two workshops (see Table 1).

Collection of Data

Two instruments were used to collect the data presented in

this study. The first was a questionnaire designed to determine the

participants' rating as to the effectiveness of each of the

speakers, each of the topics, techniques of teaching employed

throughout the conference, and satisfaction with physical arrange-

ments. It was also designed to elicit written comments as to the

value of the course and recommendations for improvement.

The second instrument was an evaluation scale developed

by Russell Kropp and Coolie Verner.' According to its authors, it

appears to be a valid instrument for determining an:overall rating

of participant reaction to short-term workshops. This scale

consists of twenty items arranged in rank order of value, with item

1
Russell Kropp and Coolie Verner, "An Attitude Scale Technique

for Evaluating Meetings," Adult Education, Vol. VII, No. 4
(Summer, 1957), pp. 212-215.
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number one being the best thing that could be checked about the

program, item number two, the second best, and so on, with item

number twenty being the least favorable response.

Statistical Technique and
Hypotheses

No attempt was made to determine any significant differences

between variables. A decision was made to present the data in

tabular form for the Orlando and Baltimore workshops. Since no

significant differences were being ascertained, no technique other

than arithmetical means was necessary. Also, as a result of the

decision not to determine significant differences, no hypotheses

were developed.



CHAPTER II

PRESENTATION OF DATA

The purpose of this chapter is to present the data collected

in this study. It will be presented in five tables as follows:

1. A comparison of the discipline profile of the
participants at the Orlando and Baltimore workshops.

2. A comparison of the average rating ascribed to the
speakers at the Orlando and Baltimore workshops.

3. A comparison of the average rating ascribed to the
various topics covered at the Orlando and Baltimore
workshops.

4. A comparison of the average ratings ascribed to the
various workshop activities at the Orlando and
Baltimore workshops.

5. A comparison of the average ratings of general items
relative to the Orlando and Baltimore workshops.

No discssion will be presented in regard to these five

tables as it is felt that these can easily be scanned and

interpreted. However, a brief summary will be presented in

Chapter III.

In addition to these tables, which were derived from the

questionnaire constructed, it was stated previously that overall

participant reaction would be ascertained by using the Kropp-

Verner Scale. The ratings of the participants were analyzed and

7
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the obtained weighted means, according to values on the Kropp -

Verner Scale, were 3.51 for the Orlando workshop and 3.19 for the

Baltimore workshop. Averaged together, the weighted mean was

3.35. The most positive score possible on the scale is 1.13, and

the most negative score possible is 10.89, with a median value of

6.02.
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CHAPTER III

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the data presented in this study, all of the

speakers except two, received an average effectiveness rating of

above 3.00 (see Table 2).
1

When the scores for the two workshops

were combined, no pair of speakers received less than a 3.21

score. One.apeaker received a rating of 4.89 and 4.83 at the two

workshops which is rather high by any standards.

As far as the average rating of the various topics were

concerned, no topic received a combined rating of less than 3.09,

and two of them were rated 4.21 or better (see Table I).

Relative to workshop activities, panel presentations,

mock hearings and mock trials, and discussion groups, an average

effectiveness rating of above 3.00 was designated. However, the

group reports and evaluation dropped slightly below the 3.00 level

(see Table 4).

1
The ratings for Tables 2-5 were based on the following

scale:

5 = Extremely Effective
4 a Most Effective
3 = Effective
2 = Least Effective
1 = Not Effective
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The location of the workshop and materials used received

excellent ratings at both workshops; however, the housing at

Baltimore apparently was not satisfactory (see Table 5).

In addition to these tables, the Kropp - Verner overall

evaluation mean rating for both workshops combined was 3.35.

Based on the fact that the most positive score available on this

scale is 1.13, and the most negative is 10.89, with a median

possible score of 6.02, it appears evident that, in general, the

participants felt that the workshop was helpful and gave it a

rating well on the positive side of the median.

Based on the above data and the written comments in the

Appendices, the writers have concluded that the Public Health Law

workshops were needed and were well received. They further conclude

that considerable effort should be exerted to sponsor these

workshops in each state of the Southern Branch Region. In

addition, some means should be found for making this available

to all of the public health personnel in each state, rather than

a select few.
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WRITTEN CONMNTS AS TO EACH INDIVIDUAL'S
EVALUATION OF THE WORKSHOPS

Orlando

1. Very good or extremely effective (twenty responses of this
type).

2. In general, the workshop served its purpose. It brought out
many common problems.

3. This particular workshop did not prove as valuable to my
particular situation as I would have liked. Being in the
nursing field, I feel that more could have been directed to
US.

4. I enjoyed the workshop; and from a personal viewpoint, I gained
a great deal of knowledge and awareness of law.

5. Well organized and planned but would prefer to eliminate the
evening session as the schedule was "pretty tight."

6. This was the first that I have attended that was very helpful.

7. It was most worthwhile and a privilege to attend. I would
suggest additional workshops for those not attending this one.

8. I believe this workshop compares favorably with the original
one held in Atlanta in April of 1967.

9. I see this as a possibility for an end to the current view, so
widely held, that a lower echelon employee has nothing to
contribute. I think the most telling impact was the generation
of the conviction that the team is larger than we thought it was.

10. Very well planned and conducted and excellent faculty; however,
facilities detracted from learning experience.

11. I am one of those who needed more on personal health rather
than sanitation. I believe, as Dr. Grad said, that the times
are bringing awareness of this to lawyers.

12. This was one of the best courses I have attended in several
years. There needs to be some change in the group problem-
solving session. There were excellent discussions of each
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person's problems but inadequate opportunity to apply the
knowledge learned in a classroom type learning situation.

13. This workshop was excellent except for the heavy emphasis on
sanitation and environmental problems..

14. I came to learn about public health laws and found the
workshop most informative and helpful.

15. An excellent presentation of materials but a little too
general in nature.

16. It had effective speakers and was well planned. I believe it
was most beneficial to me.

17. This is the best workshop of this type that I have attended.

18. The workshop certainly covered an area of concern and interest
to all public health employees. The areas covered were
general by necessity, which somewhat diluted their effectiveness
In summary, I personally was rewarded. Speakers, especially
Dr. Grad, were excellent.

19. It was effective in that it gave us a greater appreciation of
the divergent problems of those in other fields.

20. Should be considered as a very important program and should be
continued. Presentation, as a whole, was outstanding.

21. I commend you for recognizing the need for this course. I was
most impressed with the high quality of public health personnel.
I gained more than I had anticipated; the workshop was well
planned, but it was geared more for environmental health
divisions than "physical."

22. It was not what I had expected. Dr. Hopkins and Dr. Grad
began to talk about the important (for me) issues on Friday.
The material was well presented.

23. Most interesting and informative; shouldbe offered in a similar
way by individual states.

24. A very worthwhile learning experience- -well planned and presented.

25. Stimulating! It added to recent accumulation of knowledge at
UNC.

26. Very worthwhile presentations on difficult area.

27. Dr. Frank Grad is indeed the best individual for this type of
workshop, and it has been a very rewarding experience to have
been a participant.
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28. It was very good but could not cover everything. A second
workshoplis needed, designed primarily for physicians and
nurses regarding: (1) personal health care; (2) evaluation
and licensing of professionals; and (3) data, computers,
and communications.

29. It provided a useful, tool to relay to my unit.

30. It was satisfying, and the faculty is to be complimented for
the well organized program.

31. It was highly rewarding to me --met a personal need in my
service to public health and the community.

32. I was weak on public health laws and the tools to implement
these laws. Now, I am going home with a broader view.

33. Very useful information gained; however, I would not schedule
evening sessions.

Baltimore

1. Excellent or very good (fifteen comments of this type).

2. I found it to be a personal learning experience but felt it was
designed for the top administration rather than the general
staff.

3. The fact that participants "stuck to it" as they did speaks for
itself! The "free-flow" and informality was excellent. While
many facts and ideas were rudimentary, they were needed::

4. Very informative, pleasant, excellent speakers and topics, and
the time did not drag (three responses of this type).

5. The topics covered were excellent; however, so much information
was covered in a short time that I feel a five day program
could accomplish more.

6. I learned a great deal and will be able to transfer this knowledge
into actual practice. I enjoyed myself and was impressed with
the congeniality of the group.

7. This has been an extremely worthwhile workshop, and it has
provided me with much useful material.

8. I enjoyed the group participation. Good information was given
in an understandable manner.

9. Exactly what the M.D. described.

10. Very interesting and educational.
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11. Good course - -a course of general value to the entire public
health profession.

12. Very stimulating with basic tools to take back to the personnel
. with whom we work. It was the speakers and their ability to

communicate well that was most helpful.

13. An overall picture was presented. Specific help to special
interest groups cannot be covered as well in a general seminar
as this.

14. The presentation of material and preparation of faculty was
excellent, as was the organization of the entire program.

15. I felt that this workshop was very helpful.

16. Very well planned, tightly knit, and all portions dove-tailed
very well. Very little lost time.

17. Effective organization and presentation covering a wide and
important area.

18. The materials and program were very well organized and presented.
I was especially impressed with the friendly attitude of the
participants and faculty and was pleased with the opportunity to
share with the other disciplines.

19. Overall, it. was very effective though slanted more to
environmental problems of a physical nature and therefore not
especially relevant to the nature of day - to-day workload.

20. On the whole, it was well worthwhile, but you could give more
depth in administrative decision making and the law, specifically
when you do use the law as a tool.

21. Effective for some professional levels.

22. It was very rewarding. There should be an advanced type
workshop in the future.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THIS
TYPE OF WORKSHOP

Orlando

1. A good training film concerning a mock hearing would be more
effective in my view.

2. Better housing and meeting place.

3. More precise mock hearing.

4. Faculty was generally effective but weak in case of
David Warren. I would suggest that care be taken in
selection of a replacement. Increase emphasis on personal
liability experts.

5. Could be directed into more specific areas as determined by
background and experience of participants.

6. Divide the workshop into two parts--environmental problems and
personal health problems.

7. Enlargement of the area omitted- -the doctors' and nurses' role
and legal aspects in performing their duties in giving personal
health services (two responses of this type).

8. Need more "specific area" presentation and discussion.

9. Need another workshop with as much time spent.on provisions of
health services as was spent on environmental health in this one.

10. My only criticism was relative to the physical arrangements of
the meeting room. This, however, did not ruin the workshop
for me.

11. This "problem of communication" is selfiexplanatory. Regarding
group reports, "I know you believe you understand what you
think I said, but I am not sure you realize what you heard is
not what I meant." Reserve one session for professional
personnel.

12. The objective for the workshop groups should be more clearly
defined.
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13. Additional programs might deal with some topics which were
glossed over by necessity at this workshop; for example,
problems in personal health care delivery, professional liability of
public health workers, more detailed state comparison of laws, etc.

14. A little more nursing involvement.

15. Develop means of sticking more closely to the subject.

16. No major change recommended -- perhaps more outstanding people
participating like Dr. Grad.

17. Increase the duration of the workshop by one day.

18. It would be very difficult to improve the present method,
although it might be beneficial to have some audio-visual aids.

19. Shorter presentations with longer discussion and question and
answer periods.

20. Need to include more "specifics" as to effective public health
law enforcement; for example, gathering of evidence, filing
complaints, authenticating evidence, etc.

21. I believe this should be held for all County Health Officers,
Chief Nurses, and Sanitation Directors.

22. Use more actual legal cases and evaluate why they were or were
not successful.

23. If possible, a wider range of audio-visual aids to break up the
speeches.

24. The inclusion of more on personal care aspects of public health.

25. Divide into groups by profession or interest. Assignment of
specific problems which are currently popular to each group.
Complete evaluation of the solution (P.O.M.E.) by a panel of
the lawyers present.

26. Have a more even representative group from several states and
hold the meeting in an area that is not represented by the
participants.

27. Include a variety of disciplinary and professional categories.

28. Include more attention to personal health services (four
responses to this type).

29. If held in a state where administrative hearings on trials'are
held, an actual case in process would be highly effective
following advanced information on procedure.
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30. If possible, it would be good to have local prosecutors
attending.

31. Unable to be improved.

Baltimore

sfb

1. Seven participants stated that it would be difficult to "improve
on" the quality of the workshop as it was excellent.

2. Small discussion groups should have been led by the noted speakers.

3. Stronger speakers are needed, along with papers or "proceedings" of
the speakers' presentations.

4. More is needed on areas of liability of health providers.

5. Need a five day workshop to allow more time for discussion.

6. Need lectures on individual problems of the different disciplines
and how they can be resolved.

7. Need a list of subjects (problems) pertinent to workshop for
discussion groups.

8. Eliminate the group reports.

9. Try different presentation of Comprehensive Health Planning.

10. More time for discussion with speakers.

11. Need an outline of presentations.

12. More specific digging into specific fields of endeavor; for example,
environmental problems and the legal aspects.

13. Would have liked more time on problems of medical care administration.

14. More planned group discussions; leaders should be selected in advance
and "primed" for the sessions.

15. Would like to see planning to include wider incorporation of legal
aspects as applied to "practice" within disciplines.

16. More emphasis and involvement of "how to" techniques; getting
recipients of health services to utilize them without resorting to
punitive techniques.

17. Involve more governmental lawyers.

18. Either give discussion groups enough time to produce or dispose with
some not essential to this type of .activity

19. More guidance in group discussion and purpose.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES

Orlando

'1. Segregate the participants according to their respective
disciplines.

2. Have special courses in different states dealing with primarily
only those local situations and laws.

3. Go more in depth on some of the law issues.

4. Should be an annual affair (thirteen responses of this type).

5. A follow-up of the same type of program but in more detail and
depth.

6. This seminar should be repeated at various locations around
the State of Florida.

7. Delineate some of the sharply demarcated areas and concentrate
on overall general problems applicable to all areas rather than
specifics.

8. Mail out legislation data to attenders.

9. Write to registrants and request how they put this course
material to use in their respective agencies.

10. Begin another workshop where we began on Friday and continue
with those topics. Invite more lawyers, private physicians, nurses
other than public health, plus public health personnel to
instigate more communication (two responses of this type).

11. Extend these seminars to the local level.

12. Provide similar programs for municipal and county officials,
legislature, etc.

13. Provide "proceedings."
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Baltimore

1. Nine participants stated that a follow-up workshop was needed
within 6-12 months, involving the same participants to
ascertain problems and changes that have taken place.

2. If possible, make this an annual affair with "proceedings" to be
mailed to each participant.

3. Provide an opportunity to utilize information gained.

4. Keep all persons on APHA mailing list for future information.

5. Continued notification of equally needed workshops.

6. Newsletters, as appropriate.

7. A problem developed around issue of "motivating citizens" and
better understanding human behavior.

B. More of Professor Grad -- excellent philosophical basis for law
in public health.
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FACULTY, PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS,
AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

Orlalulo

1. BYRD BOOTH, L.L.B.: Assistant County Solicitor, Broward
County, Fort Lauderdale, Florida.

2. ROBERT H. BROWNING, M.P.H.: Program Consultant, Planned
Parenthood-World Population, Madison, Florida.

3. MERCERDESE CLARK, R.N.: Orange County Health Department,
Orlando, Florida.

4. JEROME N. CONGER, M.P.H.: 71orida State Department of Health
and Rehabilitative Services, Jacksonville, Florida.

5. ROBERT EISENBERG, L.L.i$.: Chief, Trial Counselor, Florida
State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services,
Jacksonville, Florida.

6. JOHN F. GAILLARD, L.L.B.: General Counsel, Florida State
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, Jacksonville,
Florida.

7. WILLARD C. GALBREATH, M.P.H.: Director of Sanitation, Broward
County Health Department, Fort Lauderdale, Florida.

8. FRANK P. GRAD, L.L.B.: Associate Director, Adjunct Professor of
Legislation, Columbia University in the City of New York,
New York.

9. FREDERICK W. HERING, M.S.P.H., Ed.D.: Executive Secretary,
Southern Branch, American Public Health Association, Birmingham,
Alabama.

10. WILLIAM HILL, M.D.: Director, Polk County Health Department,
Lakeland, Florida.

11. RICHARD S. HODES, M.D.: Chairman of the Florida Health and
Welfare Committee on Public Health and Welfare, Tallahassee,
Florida.

12. H. P. HOPKINS, Ph.D.: Director, Office of Comprehensive Health
Planning, Tennessee Department of Public Health, Nashville,
Tennessee.
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13. MABEL S. JOHANSSON, M.P.H.: President, Florida Public Health
Association, West Palm Beach, Florida.

14. RODDEY IC LIGON, JR., B.S., J.D.: Visiting Professor, School of
Public Health, University of North Carolina, and County
Attorney, Winston-Salem, North Carolina.

15. CHARLES P. MILFORD, L.L.B.: Associate Counsel, Florida State
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, Jacksonville,
Florida.

16. LINDSAY GRANT PEEPLES, L.L.B.: Member, Administrative Law
Section, American Bar Association, Tallahassee, Florida.

17. WILFRED N. SISK, M.D., M.P.H.: Director, Orange County Health
Department, Orlando, Florida.

18. WILSON T. SOWDER, M.D., M.P.H.: State Health Officer, State
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, Jacksonville,
Florida.

19. DAVID WARREN, L.L.B.: Associate Professor of Public Law and
Government, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill,
North Carolina.

Baltimore

1. FRANCIS B. BURCH, ESQUIRE: Attorney General, State of Maryland.

2. SIDNEY EDELMAN, ESQUIRE: Deputy Chief, Division of Public Health
Grants and Services, Office of the General Counsel, U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

3. EVELYN EGGEBROTEN, R.N.: Assistant Professor, University of
Maryland School of Nursing.

4. MERRILL B. GLASSER: Chief, Bureau of Environmental Hygiene,
Harford County, Maryland, Health Department.

5. FRANK P. GRAD, L.L.B.: Professor of Law, Columbia University
Law School and Director of Legislative Drafting Research Fund,
Columbia University.

6. MURRAY GRANT, M.D.: Director.of Public Health, District of
Columbia Department of Public Health.

7. EUGENE H. GUTHRIE, M.D.: Executive Director for Comprehensive
Health Planning, Maryland State Department of Health and Mental
Hygiene.

8. FREDERICK W. HERING, M.S.P.H., Ed.D.: Executive Secretary,
Southern Branch, American Public Health Association.
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9. FRANKLYN C. HOCHREITER: Executive Secretary, Baltimore City
Commission on Problems of Aging.

10. JOHN B. DEHOFF, M.D.: Deputy Commissioner, Baltimore City
Health Department.

11. HONORABLE HARRY R. HUGHES, ESQUIRE: Maryland State Senator.

12. WALTER R. LEWIS: Administrative Analyst, Maryland State
Department of Fiscal Services.

13. GILBERT A. SANFORD: Research Associate, Hospital Council of
Maryland.

14. LOUIS E. SCHMIDT, ESQUIRE: Assistant Attorney General, Counsel
for Maryland State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.

15. NOBLE J. SWEARINGEN: Director, Washington Office, American
Public Health Association.

16. DAVID G. WARREN, L.L.B.: Associate Professor of Public Health
Law and Government, University of North Carolina.

17. HARVEY WEBB, JR., D.D.S.: Associate Director, Outpatient
Department, The Johns Hopkins Hospital.

18. JOAN M. WOLLE: Chief, Division of Health Education, Maryland
State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.
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COURSE PROGRAM*

PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC HEALTH LAW AND LEGAL TOOLS
FOR EFFECTIVE HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

September 23-26, 1969

Park Plaza Hotel
Orlando, -Florida

Sponsored by

Florida Public Health Association
Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services

Orange County Health Department

SOUTHERN BRANCH, AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION

*The course program for the Baltimore workshop was similar
with the exception of the involvement of local speakers as listed
on pages 32, 33, 40, and 41.
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PROGRAM AGENDA

Tuesday, September 23, 1969

7:00 P.M. REGISTRATION

&:30 P.M. WELCOME
Mabel Johanson, President, Florida Public Health

Association
Wilfred N. Sisk, M.D., Director, Orange County

Health Department

INTRODUCTION AND COURSE PLAN
Frederick W. Hering, Ed.D., Program Director

8:00 P.M. NEW AND CURRENT TRENDS IN PUBLIC HEALTH LAW
Jerome N. Conger, M.P.H.

9:00 P.M. DISCUSSION AND REACTION

9:30 P.M. SOCIAL HOUR

Wednesday, September 24, 1969

9:00 A.M. INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS VS. COMMUNITY PROTECTION
Lewis Earl, D.D.S.

9:45 A.M. LEGAL BASIS OF PUBLIC HEALTH PRACTICE
Frank P. Grad, L.L.B.

10:30 A.M. INTERMISSION
(Yo write questions for panel)

10:45 A.M. BASIC CONCEPTS AND PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC HEALTH LAW
Frank P. Grad, L.L.B.

11:30 A.M. PANEL DISCUSSION
Moderator: Wilfred N. Sisk, M.D.

12:00 Noon LUNCH

1:30 P.M.

2:15 P.M.

LEGAL TOOLS TO HELP PUBLIC HEALTH WORKERS--AN
OVERVIEW

David Warren, L.L.B., Speaker and Coordinator

LEGAL TOOLS TO PREVENT OR SOLVE PROBLEMS IN
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

David Warren, L.L.B., Speaker and Coordinator
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3:15 P.M. LEGAL TOOLS TO PREVENT OR SOLVE PROBLEMS IN
MEDICAL CARE ADMINISTRATION

David Warren, L.L.B., Speaker and Coordinator

4:00 P.M. GROUP SESSIONS TO IDENTIFY BACK-HOME PROBLEMS,
ORGANIZE AGENDA, SET GOALS, AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

Wilfred N. Sisk, M.D.

5:00 P.M. ADJOURNMENT

7:30 P.M. ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAW
William Hill, M.D.
Byrd Booth, L.L.B.
Willard C. Galbreath, M.P.H.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

9:00 P.M. ADJOURNMENT

Thursday, September 25, 1969

9:00 A.M.

10 : 00 A.M.

THE NATURE AND TYPES OF HEARINGS AND TRIALS
Robert M. Eisenberg, L.L.B., Coordinator
Lindsay G. Peeples, L.L.B., Speaker

MOCK HEARING AND MOCK TRIAL
Robert M. Eisenberg, L.L.B., Chief

Trial Counsel
John F. Gaillard, L.L.B.

General Counsel
Charles P. Milliford, L.L.B.

Associate Counsel

12:00 Noon LUNCH

1:30 P.M. HOW LAW IS CONCEIVED, MADE, AND PASSED
Richard S. Hodes, M.D.

3:00 P.M. HOW TO MAKE EFFECTIVE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
PRESENTATIONS

Faculty and Others

4:00 P.M. GROUP SESSIONS
Continue P.O.H.E.

inclayaSesseall2.969

9:00 A.M. IMPACT OF COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING ON PUBLIC
HEALTH LAW

U. P. Hopkins, Ph.D.
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10:00 A.M. GROUP SESSLONS
Action Plan

11:30 A.M. PRESENTATION OF GROUP REPORTS

SUMMARY

EVALUATION

12:30 P.M. ADJOURNMENT



APPENDIX F



PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC HEALTH LAW AND LEGAL TOOLS
FOR EFFECTIVE HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

Baltimore, Maryland
October 12-15, 1969

Please do not sign this or in any way identify yourself. Consequently,
your are encouraged to be absolutely honest in your evaluation of
this workshop. Please rate the speakers and topics covered
according to the following scale:

5 = Extremely Effective
4 = Most Effective
3 = Effective
2 Least Effective
1 = Not Effective

Lewis Schmidt

Francis Burch

Frank P. Grad

David Warren

Sidney Edelman

Speakers

Topics

Murray Grant

Honorable Harry R. Hughes

Noble J. Swearingen

Eugene Guthrie: .

NEW AND CURRENT TRENDS IN PUBLIC HEALTH LAW
Lewis Schmidt

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS VS. COMMUNITY PROTECTION
Francis Burch

LEGAL BASIS OF PUBLIC HEALTH PRACTICE
Frank P. Grad

BASIC CONCEPTS AND PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC HEALTH LAW
Frank P. Grad

LEGAL TOOLS TO HELP PUBLIC UEALTH WORKERS
Frank P. Grad and David Warren
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LEGAL TOOLS TO PREVENT OR SOLVE PROBLEMS IN ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH

Sidney Edelman

LEGAL TOOLS TO PREVENT OR SOLVE IROBLEMS IN MEDICAL CARE
ADMINISTRATION

Frank P. Grad and David Warren

ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAW
Murray Grant, M.D.

THE NATURE AND TYPES OF HEARINGS AND TRIALS
Frank P. Grad

MOCK HEARINTAND MOCK TRIAL
Frank P. Grad and Faculty

HOW LAW IS CONCEIVED, MADE AND PASSED
Honorable Harry R. Hughes

HOW TO MAKE EFFECTIVE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE PRESENTATIONS
Noble J. Swearingen

IMPACT OF COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING ON PUBLIC HEALTH LAW
Eugene Guthrie, M.D.

Activities

Panel Presentations

Discussion Groups

Mock Hearing and Mock Trial

Group Reports

Evaluation

Housing

Location

Materials

General
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Please write out your feelings regarding the following open-ended
items.

PERSONAL EVALUATION OF THE WORKSHOP

WM.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THIS TYPE OF WORKSHOP

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES
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KROPP-VERNER EVALUATION SCALE*

Please follow directions carefully: Read all twenty of the following

statements. Check as many statements as necessary to describe your
reaction to the workshop.

1. It was one of the most rewarding experiences I have ever had.

2. Exactly what I wanted.

3. I hope we can have another one in the nePx future.

4. It provided the kind of experience that I can apply to my own
situation.

5. __It helped me personally.

6. It solved some problems for me.

7.. I think it served its purpose.

8. It had some merits.

9. It was fair.

10. It was neither very good nor very poor.

11. I was mildly disappointed.

12. It was not exactly what I needed.

13. It was too general.

14. I am not taking any new ideas away.

15.__ It didn't hold my interest

16. It was much too superficial.

17. I leave dissatisfied.

18. It was very poorly planned.

19. I didn't learn a thing.

20. It was a complete waste of time.

*Dr. R. Kropp and Dr. C. Verner, Florida State University

IF YOU WISH ADD ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE OF THIS PAGE.
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.LIST OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE PRINCIPLES OF
PUBLIC HEALTH LAW AND LEGAL TOOLS FOR

EFFECTIVE HEALTH ADMINISTRATION WORKSHOPS

Baltimore

Trainees Receiving Tuition
and Stipend

Gaylord Brooks
Supervising Sanitarian
Maryland State Dept. of Health
609 Washington Street
Cumberland, Maryland 21502

Ruthella Bussard
Field Supervisor
Frederick County Health Dept.
Box 123
Ijamsville, Maryland 21754

Anna M. Clauson
Acting Director of Nurses
Allegany County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 158
Corriganville, Maryland 21524

Charles S. D'Agata
Housing Supervisor
State Health Department
517 North Saint Asoph Street
Alexandria, Virginia

Martin W.,Ericson
Chief, Bureau of Environmental

Health
Forsyth County Health Dept.
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 27102

Charles H. Gill, Jr.
Executive Director
Health Planning Office
Prince George's County Health Dept.
9805 Livingston Road
Washington, D. C. 20022

Graceanne Guy
Public Health Nursing Supervisor
St. Mary's County Health Dept.
Box 14
Clements, Maryland 20624

Edward D. Harrigan
Legal Assistant
District of Columbia Dept. of

Public Health
Suite 418
1875 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

John E. Hopkins
Supervising Sanitarian
Maryland Dept. of Health
RFD #5, Riawokin Drive
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

Janie M. Johnston
Public Health Nursing Consultant
N. C. State Board of Health
P. O. Box 581
Farmville, North, Carolina 27828

Jane A. Rollins, Section Chief
D. C. Department of Public Health

Suite 201, 850 DelawareAvenue, S. W.

Washington, D. C. 20024

Nancy M. Rowe, Nursing Supervisor
St. Mary's County Health Department

524 Essex Drive
Lexington Park, Maryland

David C... Short, Attorney.
.Kentucky Air Pollution Control Comm.
Room 213, 275 East Main, Street

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Mary Kathryn Speicher, Director
Public Health Nursing
'Garrett County Health Department

Oakland, Maryland 21550

Frank H. Warfield, Sanitarian
Washington County Health Department
Route 5
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740
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Trainees Receiving
Only

Joseph Abey
Supervising Sanitarian
Anne Arundel County Health Dept.
Air Quality Control Section
Mountain Road
Pasadena, Maryland 21122

Cyril O. Beck
Director, Health Admin. Svcs.
Baltimore County Health Dept.
Jefferson Building
Baltimore, Maryland 21204

Martha W. Benton
Director of Rehabilitation
Department of Mental Hygiene
301 West Preston Street
Room 608
Laltimore, Maryland 21201

Walter P. Boylston
Executive Asst. to State

Health Officer
State Board of Health
J. Marion Sims Building
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Jeanette Brosius
Sanitarian I
Anne Arundel County Health Dept.
200 Prince George Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Mamie Dailey
Hospital Advisor
State Department of Health
1117 Plover Drive
Baltimore, Maryland 21227

Thomas H. Devlin
Director of Environmental

Health-
Baltimore County Dept...of Hlth.
Jefferson Building
Baltimore, Maryland 21204

N. Singh Dhillon
Director, Environmental Health
Anne Arundel County Health Dept.
101 South Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
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Dorothy S. Doyle
Hospital Advisor
Maryland State Department of Health
1514 Fernley Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

Alex J. Drabkowski
Chief, Dental Service
Assistant Clinical Professor
Baltimore City Hospitals
4940 Eastern, Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Alice C. Dwyer
Hospital Advisor
Maryland State Dept. of Health
3410 Hickory Drive
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Bailey Gonaway
Bureau Director
Baltimore City Health Department
5162 Downwest Ride
Columbia, Maryland 21043

Charles F. Hennemeyer
Director, Bureau of Planning and

Development
Missouri Division of Health
Broadway State Office Building
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

William Hiscock
Director, Comprehensive Health Planning
Regional Planning Council
701 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Lewis F. Hobbs

Sanitarian
Maryland Dept. of Health
1110 Gittings Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Marvin C. Jones
Administrator, Mental Hygiene
Clinics for Children
620 North Caroline Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21205
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William I. C. Knight
Supervising Sanitarian
2305 North Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

John C. Lovell
Sanitarian II
Carroll County Health Department
Route 1, Springdale Road
New Windsor, Maryland 21776

Don 0. Nave
Director, Bureau of Management
Maryland State Dept. of Health
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Helen Padula
Coordinator,"Services to Aged
Department of Mental Hygiene
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Marion Pokrass
Social Work Supervisor for

Services to Alcoholics
Springfield State Hospital
10085 Windstream Drive
Columbia, Maryland 21043

Raymond M. Puryear
Social Service Consultant
Baltimore City Health Dept.
231 East Baltimore Street
American Building, Room 200
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Geraldine F. Reimnitz.
Public Health Nursing Consultant
Maryland State Dept. ot Health
5803 Heron Drive
Arbutus, Maryland 21227

Donald Rossiter Childs
Director, Special Health Svcs.
County Health Department
101 South Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
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Edward A. Sawada, M.D.
Chief, Division of Cancer Control
Maryland State Department of Health
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Rev. Harry E. Shelley
Coordinator, Alcoholism Programs
Baltimore City Health Department
2221 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

Margaret L. Sherrard, M.D.
Director of Health

Baltimore County Health Department
Towson, Maryland 21204

Mrs. Sue M. Starr
Nursing Consultant
Health Department
329 Homeland Soulte Way
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

William P. Weiss
Chief, Program Review and Development
D. C. Dept. of Public Health
1875 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

Jeanette Vroom, Director
Bureau of Public Health Nursing
Prince George's County Health Dept.
Hospital Road
Cheverly, Maryland 20785

Adele Wilzack
Assistant Bureau Director
Baltimore City Health Dept.
American Building
Baltimore and South Streets
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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Additional Trainees

John Brink, Chief
Public Health Engineering
D. C. Department of Public Health
1875 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20009

Urs. Mildred Evans
Assistant Nurse Supervisor
Anne Arundel County Health Department
101 South Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Walter McLeod
General Counsel
State Board of Health
J. Marion Sims Building
Columbia, South Carolina 29201



Trainees Receiving Stipend
and Tuition

Merlyn C. Almack
Administrative Assistant II
Charlotte County Health Dept.
Room 234, Court House
Punta Gorda, Florida. 33950

E. V. Anderson, M.D.
Assistant Director
Escambia County Health Dept.
P. 0. Box 1869
Pensacola, Florida 32502

Sherman W. Andrews
County Sanitation Director I
Charlotte County Health Dept.
Room 234 Court House
Punta Gorda, Florida 33950

G. Floyd Baker
Director, Div. of Health Ed.
Florida State Board of Health
P, O. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

John J. Bianco, M.D., M.P.H.
Director, Health an Related

Services
816 Southwest 4th Avenue
P. O. Box 1327
Gainesville, Florida 32601

Otto L. Burton, M.D.
County Health Officer
Montgomery County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 4008
Montgomery, Alabama 36104

John P. Chism, Jr.
County Health Administrator
Hale County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 87
Greensboro, Alabama 36744
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Orlando

Rose Mary Coerver
Associate Head, Division of Public

Health Nursing
Louisiana State Dept. of Health
P. O. lox 60630
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

M. J. Corbett
Sanitarian
Seminole County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 1856
Sanford, Florida 32771

John Cutts, D.V.M.
Mobile County Board of Health
248 Cox Street
P. O. Box 4533
Mobile, Alabama 36604

J. G. Dupree, M.D.
Assistant Director
Bureau of Community Health Services
Louisiana State Dept. of Health
403 South Holly Street
Bunkie, Louisiana 71322

James H. Fowles
Sanitary Engineer
Richland County Health Department
P. O. Box 1449
Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Peter G. Kroll, M.D.
Staff Physician
Bureau of Local Health Services
State Board of Health
1853 Edgewood Avenue, South
Jacksonville, Florida 32205



Estelle Fulp
Nursing Consultant
State Board of Health
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Willard C. Galbreath
Director of Sanitation
Broward County Health Dept.
P. 0. Box 1021
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33302

C. M. Graham, Jr.
District Director
Health District #II
P. O. Box A
Jesup, Georgia 31545

Dorothy D. Hays
Public Health Nursing Consultant
State Board of Health
P. O. Box 2091
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Mrs. J. B. Hickey
Head, Division of Nursing
Louisiana State Dept. of Health
P. O. Box 60630
New Orleans, Louisiana 70160

Pearl O. Hinnant
Director of Nursing
Richland County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 1449
Columbia, South Carolina 29202

George E. Johnson, M.D.
County Health Officer
Houston County Health Dept.
Dothan, Alabama 36301

Thomas L. Johnson
Administrative Officer
Local Administration Section
Community Health Division
State Board of Health
P. O. Box 2091
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Mrs. Elsie L. Kitchens
Public Health Nurse
P. O. Box 26
Warrenton, Georgia 30828
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Wiliam W. Moore
Public Health Administrative Officer
Georgia Department of Public Health
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Mason Morris, Jr., M.D.
Director, St. Johns County Health

Department
P. O. Box 1599
St. Augustine, Florida 32084

R. P. Murphy
Sanitation Supervisor II
Palm Beach County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 29
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

William Parker
Sanitarian
Hillsborough County Health Department
P. O. Box 1731
Tampa, Florida 33601

Joan Peabody, R.N.
Assistant Supervisor
Florida Health, Related and

Professional Services, Inc.
8100 S. W. 99th Avenue
Miami, Floride,

Jesse F. Piland
District Director of Environmental

Sanitation
Colquitt County Health Department
Box 644
Moultrie, Georgia 31768

John M. Preston
Director, Richland County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 1449
Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Milton S. Saslaw, M.D.
Assistant County Health Director

for Disease Control
Dade County Health Department
1350 N. W. 14th Street
Miami, Florida 33125



Robert Andrew Schoonover
Information Specialist II
Florida.State Board of Health
P. 0. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

Carroll F. Shelor, R.S.
Sanitarian Supervisor /I
Palm Beach County Health Dept.
736 Rockland Drive
West Palm Beach, Florida 33405

Helen R. Shevach, B.S.
Hospital-Nurse Epidemiologist
Dade County Health Department
1350 N. W. 14th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33125

W. G. Simpson, M.D.
County Health Director
Washington County Health Dept.
P. 0. Box 236
Chipley, Florida 32428

William R. Stinger, M.D.
Acting Director
Dade County Health Dept.
935 South Alhambra Circle
Coral Gables, Florida 33146

H. W. Thompson
Health Program Specialist
Broward County Health Dept.
P. 0. Box 1021
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33302

Norman Tuckett, Jr.
Director of Sanitary Engineering
Broward County Health Dept.
1322 Cordova Road
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316

Robert 0. Van Norte
Hearing Examiner
Georgia Dept. of Public Health
47 Trinity Avenue, S. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

A. Russell Walden
Assistant Director of

Environmental Health
Spartanburg Health Dept.
P. 0. Box 4217
Spartanburg, South Carolina 29303
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Martha A. Wallace
Health Program Specialist II
Dade County Health Dept.
1350 N. W. 14th Street
Miami, Florida 33125

Richard Whistuff
Health Education Section
State Board of Health
P. 0. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

ADDITIONAL TRAINEE:

James Fibbe, B.C.E., M.S.E.
Mobile County Board of Health
'248 Cox Street, P. O. Box 4533

Mobile, Alabama 36604



Trainees Receiving Tuition Only

John L. Buckingham, M.D., M.P.H.
Area Director, Mid Florida Area
Florida Regional Medical Program
1 Davis Boulevard
Tampa, Florida 33606

George M. Dame, M.D.
Director
Manatee County Health Dept.
202 Sixth Avenue East
Bradenton, Florida 33505

Ruby L. Davie
Acting Director of Nursing
Orange County Health Dept.
1900 Weltin Street
Orlando, Florida 32802

Catherine Eastwood
Director, Public Health Nursing
Charlotte County Health Dept.
1314 Terre Cia Avenue
Orlando, Florida

Edward W. Farrell, D.D.S.
Dental Director
Florida State Board of Health
P. O. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

Mary J. Finnin, R.N.
Executive Director
Florida Nurses Association
P. 0. Box 6991
Orlando, Florida 32803

Emily H. Gates, M.D.
Pediatric Consultant
Bureau of Maternal and

Child Health
Division of Health
P. O. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

Juanita F. Heim
Supervisor
Orange County Health Department
1311 Silverstone Avenue
Orlando, Florida 32806
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Wallace B. Johnson, R.S.
Public Health Physicist
Florida State Board of Health
6726 Snow White Drive
Jacksonville, Florida 32210

Howard G. Krieger
Director
Gadsden County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 587
Quincy, Florida 32351

Ronald L. Maston
Sanitation Consultant
State Board of Health
P. O. Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32201

F. R. Meyers, M.D.
Director, Charlotte County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 698
Punta Gorda, Florida 33950

John T. Obenschain, M.D., M.P.H.
Director, Pinellas County Health

Dept.
P. 0. Box 5242
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Jobyna L. Okell
Administrator
Florida Health, Related and

Professional Services, Inc.
1245 Andalusia Avenue
Miami, Florida 33134

D. E. Reiff, R.S.
Supervisor
Orange County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 3187
Orlando, Florida 32802

C. Wayne Reynolds
Director of Personnel
Orange County Government
P. O. Box 1393
Orlando, Florida 32802
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Philip H. Isacco, M.D., B.S.
County Health Director II
State Board of Health
Box 32
Key West, Florida 33040

Royce E. Roberson
Supervisor II
Orange County Health Department
750 Hempstead Avenue
Orlando, Florida 32801

Marvin M. Rodgers
Sanitarian
Hamilton County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 267
Jasper, Florida 32052

Marshall Staton
Assistant Director
Sanitary Engineering
State Board of Health
4321 Galax Drive
Raleigh, North Carolina 27609

David J. Williams, Jr.
Sanitarian
Hillsborough County Health Dept.
P. O. Box 7475
Tampa, Florida 33603

Ernest L. Willoughby, County Sanitarian
Hendry County Health Department
P. O. Box 278
Fort Lauderdale, L'icrida 33935

James G. Zimmerly, M.D., J.D. (admitted, but no tuition nor stipend
Physician scholarship awarded)
12001 Ttiadelphia Road
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

ERIC Clearim2house

JAN 1 9 1971

on Aduti ;ion


